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Summary 

On January 26, 2012, senior DOD leadership unveiled a new defense strategy based on a review 
of potential future security challenges, current defense strategy, and budgetary constraints. This 
new strategy envisions a smaller, leaner Army that is agile, flexible, rapidly deployable, and 
technologically advanced. This strategy will rebalance the Army’s global posture and presence, 
emphasizing where potential problems are likely to arise, such as the Asia-Pacific region and the 
Middle East. 

As part of the Administration’s original proposal, two armored brigade combat teams (ABCTs) in 
Europe were to be eliminated out of a total of eight BCTs that would be cut from Active Army 
force structure. The Army had originally stated that it might cut more than eight BCTs from the 
Army’s current 44 Active BCTs. Army endstrength would go from 570,000 in 2010 to 490,000 by 
the end of 2017. As part of this reduction, the Army would no longer be sized to conduct large- 
scale, protracted stability operations but would continue to be a full-spectrum force capable of 
addressing a wide range of national security challenges. The Army National Guard and Army 
Reserves were not targeted for significant cuts. 

On June 25, 2013, the Army announced it would cut 12 BCTs from the Active Army as well as a 
number of unspecified support and headquarters units. As part of this initiative, infantry and 
armored BCTs would receive a third maneuver battalion plus additional engineering and fires 
capabilities. In addition, National Guard BCTs would also be restructured in a similar fashion. 

Due to the impact of sequestration, the Army also decided to accelerate the Active Army 
drawdown to 490,000 soldiers by two years — these cuts would now need to be completed by the 
end of 2015. In an effort to reduce costs, the Army also announced that it would examine cutting 
all two-star and higher headquarters staffs by 25% — a figure that includes soldiers, Army 
civilians, and contractors. 

In January 2014, it was reported that the Administration’s FY2015 Budget Guidance will direct 
the Army to reduce its Active Component end strength to 420,000 soldiers — a level that Army 
leadership has stated will not permit it to implement the nation’s defense strategy. The Army is 
also proposing reducing and restructuring its Aviation brigades, and there are concerns about the 
Army National Guard losing all of its AEI-64 Apache attack helicopters under this proposal. 

On February 24, 2014, Secretary of Defense Hagel announced that he would recommend 
reducing Army active endstrength to between 450,000 to 440,000 soldiers, and if sequestration- 
level cuts were imposed in 2016, the Army would be required to drawdown to a 420,000 soldier 
active force. 

The Army drawdown will likely be achieved in large degree by controlling accessions (i.e., the 
number of people allowed to join the Army). If limiting accessions is not enough to achieve the 
desired endstrength targets, the Army can employ a variety of involuntary and voluntary 
drawdown tools authorized by Congress, such as Selective Early Retirement Boards (SERBs) and 
Reduction- in-Force (RIF). Voluntary tools that the Army might use include the Voluntary 
Retirement Incentive, the Voluntary Separation Incentive, Special Separation Bonuses, Temporary 
Early Retirement Authority, the Voluntary Early Release/Retirement Program, and Early Outs. 

Potential issues for Congress include what is the appropriate size of the active component force 
and the balance between active and reserve components. This report will be updated. 
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Importance to Congress 

The Administration’s proposal to reduce the size of the Anny as well as restructure units and 
headquarters has national security implications that Congress will need to consider as part of its 
oversight and authorizations and appropriations role. In terms of size of the force, Congress sets 
the endstrength for both the Active and Reserve components of the Army. Congress also 
authorizes and appropriates funds needed for Army restructuring, training exercises, equipment, 
basing, and infrastructure, as well as the various manpower management tools the Anny could 
use to drawdown the force. Administration decisions about the structure of the Army can have a 
significant impact on Army bases in a Member’s district or state, which can also have economic 
ramifications for communities around or near affected bases. The Administration’s downsizing 
and restructuring proposals also can have a significant impact on local and state defense-related 
industries. Lastly, soldiers and their families who might be affected by the Administration’s 
decisions constitute a unique element of Members’ constituencies. 



The Administration's Decision to Drawdown and 
Restructure the Army 

Most experts would agree the Administration’s decision to reduce the size of the Army was an 
outgrowth of its decision to withdraw U.S. forces from Iraq by the end of 201 1 and the stated 
intent of handing over security responsibilities for Afghanistan to the Afghan government and 
Afghan National Anny by the end of 2014. The United States has routinely drawn down forces 
upon the completion of a major conflict, eschewing a “large standing army” during peacetime — 
although it can be argued that in a post-9/ 1 1 world, “peacetime” is a somewhat subjective term. A 
brief history of past Army drawdowns can be found at Appendix B. 



Background 

The foundation for the Army’s drawdown and restructuring was laid in early 201 1. A year later in 
January 2012, the Administration provided additional details on proposed force structure and 
global posture. 



January 6, 2011, News Briefing with Secretary of Defense Gates and 
Chairman Admiral Mullen 1 

On January 6, 20 1 1 , Secretary of Defense Robert Gates and Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
Admiral Mike Mullen held a news briefing “announcing a number of decisions and measures that 
mark the next major step in this department’s reform agenda.” These decisions and measures, 
largely taken in response to fiscal pressures, involved a variety of cross-service actions, including 
consolidating and eliminating headquarters and organizations, modifying or eliminating weapon 
systems programs, and force reductions. Army force structure-specific actions included 

1 Information from this section is taken from U.S. Department of Defense News Transcript, “DOD News Briefing with 
Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen from the Pentagon,” January 6, 201 1. 
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• reduce Active Army endstrength by 27,000 troops starting in 2015, and 

• acknowledgement there was “excess” force structure in Europe but no action 
would be taken until 2015 or without consultation with allies. 

Secretary Gates noted the Army was also in the process of divesting itself of an additional 22,000 
troops who were temporarily authorized in 20 1 0 and this temporary endstrength would be 
eliminated by 2013. Combined with the 27,000 Active permanent endstrength reductions that will 
start in 2015, this represents a reduction of 49,000 Active Duty troops from FY201 1 levels. 



January 26, 2012, Administration Major Budget Decision Briefing 2 

On January 26, 2012, senior DOD leaders unveiled a new defense strategy, based on a review of 
the defense strategy at the time and budgetary constraints. This new strategy envisioned 

• a smaller, leaner military that is agile, flexible, rapidly deployable, and 
technologically advanced; 

• rebalancing global posture and presence, emphasizing where potential problems 
are likely to arise, such as the Asia-Pacific region and the Middle East; 

• maintaining presence elsewhere in the world (Europe, Africa, and Latin 
America), using innovative partnerships, strengthening key alliances, and 
developing new partnerships; 

• being able to quickly confront and defeat aggression from any adversary anytime, 
anyplace; and 

• protecting and prioritizing key investments in technology and new capabilities as 
well as the capacity to grow, adapt, mobilize, and surge when needed. 

During this briefing, the following Army force structure decisions were highlighted: 

• Asia-Pacific/Middle East: Sustain Army structure in the Pacific; 

• Europe and Global Partners: 

• Adjust Our Posture in Europe: 

• Eliminate two forward-stationed Army heavy brigades; 

• Maintain NATO Article 5 commitments 3 and ensure interoperability with 
allied forces by allocating a U.S. -based brigade to NATO Response 
Force; 4 and 



2 Information in this section is taken from U.S. Department of Defense News Transcript, “Major Budget Decisions 
Briefing from the Pentagon,” presented by Secretary of Defense Leon E. Panetta and Chainnan of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff General Martin E. Dempsey, January 26, 2012; U.S. Department of Defense News Transcript, "Major Budget 
Decisions Briefing from the Pentagon,” presented by Deputy Secretary of Defense Ashton B. Carter and Vice 
Chainnan of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Admiral James A. Winnefeld Jr., January 26, 2012; and U.S. Department of 
Defense Publication, Sustaining U.S. Global Leadership: Priorities for 21 st Century Defense, January 2012. 

3 According to NATO, http://www.nato.int/terrorism/five.htm, Article 5 of the Washington Treaty is the basis of a 

fundamental principle of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization. It provides that if a NATO Ally is the victim of an 
armed attack, each and every other member of the Alliance will consider this act of violence as an armed attack against 
all members and will take the actions it deems necessary to assist the Ally attacked. This is the principle of collective 
(continued...) 



Congressional Research Service 



2 



Army Drawdown and Restructuring: Background and Issues for Congress 



• Rotate U.S. -based Army units to Europe for training and exercises. 

• Forces No Longer Sized for Long-Term Stability Operations: 

• Reduce Active Army endstrength. Army will go from about 570,000 in 201 0 
to 490,000 in the Future Year Defense Plan (FYDP); and 

• Preserve expertise in security force assistance and counterinsurgency. 

• Protecting the Potential for Future Adjustments: 

• Retain a slightly more senior force in the Active Army to allow growth if 
needed; 

• Preserve Army organizational structure and training force to allow growth if 
needed; and 

• Retain a Ready and Capable Reserve Component; 

• Reduce Army National Guard endstrength slightly; 

• Sustain increased readiness prior to mobilization; and 

• Maintain key combat-support and combat service-support capabilities. 

In addition to force structure and endstrength decisions, the Administration also made the 
following specific commitments: 

• A significant land force presence would be maintained in Korea as well as an 
operationally responsive peacetime presence in the Middle East; 

• In light of repositioning of forces overseas and eliminating force structure, the 
President would ask Congress to authorize the use of the base realignment and 
closure (BRAC) process; 

• The new strategic guidelines will require the Army to return to full-spectrum 
training, develop a versatile mix of capabilities, formations, and equipment to 
succeed on land, including environments where access will be contested; and 

• Align a brigade combat team (BCT) with each geographic combatant command. 



(...continued) 

defense. 

4 According to NATO, http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics_49755.htm, The NATO Response Force (NRF) is a 
highly ready and technologically advanced multinational force made up of land, air, maritime, and special forces 
components that the Alliance can deploy quickly to wherever it is needed. It is comprised of three parts: a command 
and control element from the NATO Command Structure; the Immediate Response Force, a joint force of about 13,000 
high-readiness troops provided by Allies; and a Response Forces Pool, which can supplement the Immediate Response 
Force when necessary. 
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January 2012 Drawdown and Restructuring 
Proposals 

Proposal to Reduce Endstrength 5 

On January 27, 2012, Army Chief of Staff General Odiemo noted 90,000 soldiers were deployed 
in support of operations and another 96,000 soldiers forward-stationed overseas in nearly 150 
countries. DOD announced the Army woidd reduce the size of the Active Army starting in 2012 
from a post-9/11 peak in 2010 of about 570,000 soldiers to 490,000 soldiers by the end of 2017. 
DOD planned for only marginal reductions in the Army National Guard and none in the Army 
Reserve. Army leadership stated endstrength reductions would “follow a drawdown ramp that 
allows us to take care of soldiers and families while maintaining a ready and capable force.” 6 

Army leaders noted the 490,000-strong Army would have the following advantages over the 
482,000-strong Army of 200 1 : 

• a combat-seasoned force; 

• increased investments in special operations forces and the cyber domain; 

• drastically improved command and control capabilities, which significantly 
enhance mission command; 

• modularized brigade combat teams (BCTs); 

• increased aviation assets; 

• an operational National Guard and Reserve affording increased depth and 
capacity; and 

• lessons learned over 10 years of combat. 7 

Units to Be Eliminated 8 

During the January 27, 2012, briefing, DOD and Army leaders stated they planned to eliminate at 
least eight Active Duty BCTs from existing force structure. Army leaders also stated two armored 
BCTs 9 (ABCTs) would be removed from Europe and these two ABCTs would not be re-stationed 
in the United States but instead eliminated from Army force structure. On February 16, 2012, the 



5 Information in this section is taken from DOD White Paper “Defense Budget Priorities and Choices,” January 2012 
and transcripts of Army Chief of Staff Raymond T. Odiemo Army Briefing on the FY-13 Budget Request, January 27, 
2012 . 



6 Transcripts of Army Chief of Staff Raymond T. Odiemo, Army Briefing on the FY-13 Budget Request, January 27, 
2012 . 



7 Ibid. 

8 Ibid. 

9 Armored BCTs were formerly known as Heavy BCTs (HBCTs). 
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